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Response to Final Office Actios dated August 3, 2009 

REMARKS 

Tliese amCDdments Md reisarks are in re^pouse to the Fifial Office Action dated August 3, 
2009, This amendment is Umeiy filed. 

At the time of the Office Actiony pLaims i -29 were peading in the appslkstiosi. la tlie 
OfOce Aption, elairns 1-21 , 25, and 29 were rt^ecteduxujgr 35 U,S,C |^ The reiections m 
discussed in more detail below- 

I. Reli^cijoBs of tiie claims b^ed ea cited art 

Clairhs 1-7, 9, 1i~15 apd 17-21 were rejected under 35 U.S.G, §1(>3(5^) as being 
anpaten|ai?le <>ver U.S, Patent No, 4,721,388 t&'Iakagi ct al. (hereafter "Takagi") m view of ll-S, 
FateBt No. 6,954,557 xe Kim et si C'Jiim"). Claims 25 and 29 were rejected under 35 IJS.C. 
§lG3{a) m being unpatentable over Tdkagi and Km m view of U,S, Patent No. 5,793492 to 
Vanaki ("Vanaki"). C'laims 8 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being unpatentabic 
over Takagi &MKim m view of U.S. PstentPublication No. 2()06/0:l5S6C53 to Martitiscbledde et al. 
Claim 10 rejected under 35 U;S.(Z!. §103 (a) as being uii^ateiitable over Takqgi md Km in 
view of U S. Patent Publicaiion m 2003/0038948; to Pfinzhsuses ef al. 

AppHc^t notes that the Oiliee Actioi) rejects claitxis 1-7, 9, 11-15 arid 17-21 imder 35 
U.S.C. f 102(b) based upon a combination QfTakagi in view of Kim. It is assumed tliat this- 
rejection was intended to be tmder 35 U.S.C, §103(a), as a combination of references is not 
alkmable in sm. atiticipation rejection. This response therefore has assumed that the Office Action 
contained a t)^ographicai error, aiid the rejection is thus addressed as a § 1 03(a) Fejectioii. 

It is appreciated tiiat the Exainirier aeeepted Applicant's preyious argsimetits related to 
Takagi beeause the Oflee Action now agrees on page B, lines 1 and 2 that Itjrfejg/ is silent with 
regard to rotating the sensor system aboiit the raeasiiremerit object for determining the contour data. 
However, the Examiner is of the opinion \Mi.Kim teaches the missing claim element and that, 
therefore, the claim as a \\^ok is obvious. Applicant traverses this rejection as it is believed that 
the reasoning is not convincing. The Exminer argues that a skilled person wouid include the 
teatiire regarding the sehsor being rotated about tlie measurement object from Km into Takagi "for 
the purpose of obtaining data from all dimensions." However, Jafe^-? obvioiBly does not require 
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that the measuring object is measured from all dimensiom. This is why the measaring deviee 
carrying the s^nsc* (3) Is placed on omj side of the obfectsmd ismwablp onJy as a whofc along the 
linear directions ¥ and 2 aiid rotatabk aboiit the Sraxis, iHs Is obvimtsly siifficient to giither ail 
feqiiired data froni the measureiiTdlt objectvwMc^^ appears to be a roto^ blade or the like. 

Moreover, even if a skilled person would consider modifying the Takagi device to allow 
obtaining data from all dimensions, ihe skilled person would have rotated the measuring object 
instead of the sensor system . Thi§ is apparent from the eofisiderations presented in connection with 
the lii^kage of the measiiriBg coordinate system, 0, X, Y, wth the: object coordinate system. 

fsee coitimn 4, line 1 3 to cdiumh 6, line 5). As discussed in column 4, fines 47 0 seq , the 
cm>^inate eottversion is re^Hvely^e and tliere is only one reference point reqyired, if the 
coordinate axes in the object eoordmate system 0-xyz are set parallel to those in the measuring 
coordinate system 0-XYZ. In contrast, where only one coordinate axis of ihe object coordinate 
system is paraUel to die coixesponding coordinate axis of the measuring coordinate systeffi, two 
different reference points are required to determine a lijlkage ($ee cbliirhn 5, line 4 to 40). Wltere 
no axis of tlie object coordihate system and measnring coordinate system are parallel, three 
dilTerent reference |>oints are required, and a more Gomplicated transformation (see Golumn 5, line 
41 to column 6, line 5) lis necessary. 

Tlicreibre, according to the teaching ofragaki, it would be preferable for a skilled person 
to \v:ork v«th a relatively l^xed orientation according to Fig. 5 %vith all corresponding axes of object 
coordinate system and measuring podrdinMe system parallel to each: other, if (for the sake of 
argument only) it would be required to gather data of the measuring; objeet from all directions, the 
skilled person would rotate the measiiri ag object (rather than rotatmg the sensor system about the 
measuring object), because this is what is explicitly taught in connection with Fig. 6, see 
particularly colui-an 5. lines 9 to 40, where the rotation around the z.-axis of the measuring object is 
discussed in detail, Therefore, the alleged cdmbination of Tahigi and Kim, as presented by the 
Examiner, would be contrary to the teaching of Takagi. and \TOuid not take place; 

Moreover, it appears tlist Kim iiienliohs tlie rotation of a sensor 140 ai^ouhd the measuring 
object only because this appears to be the only reasonable way to measure the measuring object- a 
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huiTian foot standing on fee glass substrate 12 ~ fixim all sides. Dae to the nature of the measurmg 
t&ski aiiy other r6tatiQti(i-otatioiv^d^^ some axis) would iiol be feasible. 

At least for tliese reasons it is believed that the ciaims should be patentable in the pfeserit 
form. Neveftheless, claira 1 is aimehded herein to state tiiat tlie sielbod relates to the measuring of 
objects which are sisbstantiaily rotationally symmetneal with respect to a measwemejat object axis, 
such as a vehicle wheel as mentioned in clairas 25 and 29. 

Both Takagi and Kim are concerned wilh non-symmetrie measip^ment objeets, such as 
rotor blades (in Takagi) m '4 h\mm\ toot (in Alw) Therefore, the Exammer relies on Vamki 'm 
additioh to the two Other refereiices to reject elaiiris 25 and 29. I loweyer, this mjectios is ciearly 
iiot wartanted. 

VaniM is concenied with a method and measurement apparatus for measuring the profile 
of a railway wheel, which is indeed a measurement object which is rotation-like with respect to a 
measurement object axis (i.e. the rotation : axis of the wheel). Specifically, as Quilincd in the 
Abstract of Fa^?oA:i, the method and apparatus are provided for measuring the profile of the railway 
wheel while the railway wheel i$ ia roiling motion on a ra^il Therefore, it is cieju' that the 
measurement object rotates, while the sensor is at a fixed position, Uhlike as required in elaim I , 
the sensor system is not rotated about the mea;snrement object for dieterrnlning contour data. 
Further, unlike in conventional wheel measuring systems, the measuring object (railway wheel) is 
in a rolling motion on a rail, i.e. the measutement object is moved linearly past the sensor system. 
It is Obvious that Fawa^r has nothing to do with eoBventioRal wiieel-measuring systems, and that 
there is stiif less releyanee to the present claims, which include; the step of rotating the sensor 
system about the nieasurement object for determining cpntour data. 

For the foregoing reasons, cMms 1 and 11 are patentable over the cited prior art. The 
dependent claims are also believed io be allowable because of their depeodeace upon an allowable 
base claim, and because of the fprtiier features recited 

II. Ccaclmion 

.Applicant hp made every effort to present claims vvhich dlstingnish over the prior art, and 
it is thus believed that all claims are in condition for allowance. Nevertheless, Applicant invites 
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the Exam iaer to call the iindersigned if it is belieyed ih&t& ielepbonic iBtervie w would expedite the 
prosecution of tlie a|>pHca:tioH to an allowance* In view of tlie foregoing remark^. Applicant 
respeciMlv reqiiests reconsideration and prompt allowance of the pending claims. 



Respectful ly siibmi tted, 

(■"%$""\ r^' V /? ..■■! 

Saraii E, Sraith 

Registration No. 50,488; 

AISERMAN SENTERFITT 

Post Office Box 3 188 

West Palm Beach, PL 33402-3188 

Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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